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December 12, 1984 
Barrick Reaoureea Corporation 
Suite 3001, South Tower 
Royal Bank Plasa 
Toronto* Ontario 
U3J 2J1 
ATTENTION: Mr. R.M. .Smith 
Executive V.P. - Mining 
Dear Sir: 
We are pleaae to present this report entitled: 
Getty * Mercur Project 
Evaluation for 
Barrick Reaoureea Corporation 
The purpose of the report is to summarise findings based on s bricT7~InTen-
sivc review of the Mercur operations. A present value estimate ia incJuded 
baaed on certain improvementa to the operations open to a new munnging 
company such as Barrick. Various gold price scenarioa are assumed. 
The investigational including site visit, were carried out by Xilborn 
engineers in conjunction with senior personnel from Barrick. In our 
opinion the Getty-Mercur project meets Gold Corporation of America 
financial criteria. 
We trust that thie report fulfills your present n—^n. 
Yours very truly. 
J.B. Mitchell, P.Eng. 
Executive Vice President 
a Chief Operating Officer 
JBM/gif 
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INTRODUCTION 
Barrick Resources Corporation is an axparianead gold mining company 
which has lately been made responsible for assist in* Gold Corporation of 
Ajaarica in procuring investments in producing gold wines in the United 
States and Canada. Gold Corporation of America criteria for such in* 
vestments are spelled out in a prospectus issued by Prudential Bache. 
The Mereur project is being marketed by First Boston Corporation on 
behalf of Toxaeo Inc. which is divesting the non oil and gn* assets o f ^ j (ftiiu 
Getty Mining Company which they recently acquired through the A 4 ~ « * -
acquisition of Getty Oil Company. 
The Mereur project located in Tooele County, Utah consists of one 
operating open pit gold mine and three additional explored potential pits. 
Ore is treated in a 3000 ton per day mill which utilizes the cyanide 
process to extract gold. 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Valuation 
Based upon ths present operating mode snd s $325 gold price, end with 
both costs §nd gold price escalated at 5% per annum, a NPV of 
I. ^j Has been calculated. 
Present operations are characterised by a rigidity in operations plan* 
ning. Adjustments are not made to reflect the realities of gold prices 
and ore types* Mine-Mill scheduling is carried out to meet prescribed 
monthly gold quotas rauier than to maximize profit. 
A NPV of $ H . q at $325/os has been calculated assuming that a 
aeries of adjustments %m made to the operations. Distinct possibilities 
exist for improving performance; some of these ^r% summarized below. 
1. Personnel avrh9%d costs are excessive. This i» particularly true 
in the assaying, security and milling areas. A total manpower 
reduction of 40 people ia proposed. Current workforce is 218. 
2. The oxide ore is not particularly sensitive to fineness of grind or 
leaching time. With little or no capital expenditure mill throughput 
can be increased to 3900 tons per day. 
3- Presently ore is graded into no leas than five categories by tx-
pensive and elaborate sampling and testing procedures. In prac-
tical terms et today's prices there are only two categories; oxide 
ere from which high gold extraction can be achieved, and the 
highest grade proportion of the refractory ore. Elimination of 
categories, minimization of metallurgical testing and simplification of 
materials handling can be achieved by aimple geological claaaiflcation 
combined with assaying. Oxide ore is yellow and brown in colour. 
Tnt rtxraetory ore actual economic cut-off grade today ia approxi-
mately .06 ouncea par ton rather than .045 ot/ton. Since the 
refractory ia ia a •contaminant" to the oxide ore (carbon robs the 
pregnant solution) it should not be blended into the oxide mill feed 
but treated in separate campaigns, either 2-Tmontha per year or in 
later years after the more profitable oxide ore ia depleted. The 
"later year" approach ia recommended* 
Oxide ore economic cut-off grade within the existing pit limits at 
today'a gold price ia closer to .025 ouncea per ton than .045. Thia 
adjuatment on below grade oxide should be employed to offHCt the 
higher waate to ore ratio caused by deferment of refractory ore 
treatment. Allowance haa been made for these additional low grud* 
tone in the current review aa part of the heap laach gold produc-
tion. 
A heap leaching operation on tub-grade oxide ore should be com-
menced. The cut-off grade on a heep leach may be se low aa 
•015 os/ton* depending on recovery achieved. 
The heap leach alternate case- here aaeumes 500,000 tonic per year 
at a grade of .035 with e recovery of 60%. Provision is made in the 
base case analyaie for a 250*000 ton teat in 19S5. 
Along with the reductiona in ore categories, materials handling 
between mine and mill should be simplified. All oxide above the 
cut-off grade should be considered immediate mill feed. Screening 
of coarse +4" material should be discontinued. Th<*se particles §rm 
suitable for autogenoua mill media. It is also doubtful if the 
materiala handling to reject +2" particles from the autogenous mill 
circulating load can be justified economically. This circuit should 
probably be discontinued as part of the overall extracting cost 
reduction program. 
The key adjustments proposed m illustrated in principle in the 
following flew charts. Also snown In tabular form are the pro-
gressive capital and operating ooet summaries. 
CLARIFICATIONS REQUIRED 
Kilbom ia not quaJifitd to pass lagal opinion on tha various royalty 
agrtamants and laasahoid mattara. Paraona, Bahla and Latimar, counaal 
for Barrick, haa roviawad tha opiniona of Catty on thaaa mattara and tha 
oonduaiona thorafrom hava baan appliad in tha financial analyaia. 
Should Barrick plan to maka a bid on tha Harcur.projact, it ia auggaatad 
that a tima axtanaioa prior to eloaura bo raquoatad or that tha bid b# 
qualiflad to ancompaaa tha following mattara: 
1 ClitJii ' fit in (' [ Qiyalt;11] paymanta affacting all laaaca). 
2. Validity of Gold Standard claim: 
(a) working intaroat or nat profit intaraat, 
(b) first right of rafusal to purchaso. 
3* Basis of nat profits lntarast calculation (capital coat basis). 
4. Rsviai allowad a apot chock on Marcur 
pit). 
S iiavaaw of IM* iiiiiii iiii «xpanaior plan (coat and anvironmant crm-
sidarations). 
" on pit wa 11 sioughings. 
Raviaw Stat a and and Fmdmni coaplianca licencaa and futura m 
qutaasonta. 
i*B*( 
MSRCUR-PROPQSED OPERATIONS 
FOR FINANCIAL MODEL 
MINING 
Refectory Ort 
Grade .1002 Approx. 
Cut-off .0602 
Oxlda Ora 
To Haap Laaeh 
Grade - Approx. .035*/Ton 
Oxida Ora to Mill (3500 TPD) 
Grada .0902 Approx. 
Cut-off .043* Approx* 
.06*.09 09 
Tha cut-off gradea §rm baaad oa the exlaiine; operation. Whan the heap 
leach ecMaea into operation the cut-off gradea for both milling ore and 
heap leach ore will be reduced. 
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CAPITAL EXPENDITURES REQUinKl) TO MAINTAIN OPERATIONS 
The following capital expenditures have been estimated for iiicorporntion 
in the financial analyses: 
IMS Heap Leach Test S 350,000 
Tailings $ 500,000 
1910 Tailings S 5.000,000 
Mine Equipment Replacement $ 300,000 
1907-1990 Inch $ 300,000/year 
1993 Reclamation $ 3,500.000 
1993 Mill Salvage $ 5,000,000 
OPERATING COSTS - S/TON MILLED 
Year 
1995 1990 1987 1998 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 
Mining 5.89 4.88 4.88 4.88 4.33 2.86 0.77 0.50 0.50 
Milling 9.05 9.05 9.05 9.05 9.05 9.05 9.55 10.05 10.05 
TOTAL 14.94 13.93 13.93 13.93 13.37 11.91 10.32 20.55 10.55 
0839 
ORE RESERVES 
The following reserves are baaed on figures supplied by staff ni the 
Mercur Mine; the calculation! were done at the. Getty Oil Company's 
facilities in Houston, using the "USDS" computer program from Min-Tcch 
Company* 
(As of January 1. 1985) 
Total Oxide Only Grade 
(OxfdeTHefraetory) ——— 
Uercur 4,300,000 tone 3,225,000 tons 0.090 os/ton 
Sacramento 2,500,000 ton* 1,875,000 tons 0.081 ox/ton 
Marion Hill 3,500,000 tone 2,625,000 tons 0.076 os/ton 
Golden Gate(a) 750,000 tone 563,000 tone f! 098 os/ton 
TOTAL (Roundtf ,000,000 tons 8,300,000 tone 
Oxide ore is taken aa 751 of the total of oxide and refractory material 
above the cut-off grade of 0.045 os/ton. Tola percentage of oxide is 
based on experience to-datc in the Mercur pit; it is considered to be a 
conservative estimate aa applied to the remaining reserves. Mercur staff 
hav* estimated oxide percentage* of I5t in the Sacmmento and Marion 
filll, and 601 in Golden Gate based upon recent fill in drilling and 
amenability tests. 
Spot checks of the ore grade material were made by inspecting Getty 
bench plans only in the lower benches of the Mercur pit. No reason was 
found to doubt the reserves aa computed by Getty 
At the current annual milling rate (1,085,000 tons per j**r), oxide ore 
can be milled for 7.5 years. This assumes that refractor; MM* is stock* 
piled for later milling* 
At the proposed annual milling rate of 1,277,500 tons the oxide ore will 
be exhausted in 6.5 years* 
J O S 9<J 
After all oxide ore has been milted, there will remain in stockpiles an 
estimated 29000,000 tons of rsfrsctory material stockpiled at a cut-off 
grado of .06 os/ton. 
MINING 
The current rate of excavation (averaged over 9 months in 2984) is 
1,200,000 tons pw month. From Getty Mining Company's reports, the 
coat of excavation at thia ra'e is approximately $0.70 per ton. 
The eurrent rate of excavation is projected to continue until the end of 
April, 1915 (two additional months have been added to Mercur's estimate 
of March 1, 1985). 
Assuming the present milling rste, end oxide ore only ss mill t^<l9 the 
rate of excavation can be reduced to 550,000 tone pmr month for five 
years, and tapering off in the final two years of mining. The cost of 
excavation at the 550,000 ton rate la projected to be 50.80 per ton, 
increasing to $0.85 per ton during the tapering off period. 
If the proposed annual milling rate of 1,217,000 tons is implemented, the 
rate of excavation will be 550,000 tons p^r month for 4 years, and 
tapering off in the final I years of mining. The cost of excavation at 
the 650,000 ton rate is projected to be 50.80 per ton, increasing to SO.85 
per ton during the tspering off period. 
In addition, there will be 2 million tons of •.OO cut-off grade refractory 
material which will be fed to the mill after year 8.5. 
MILLING OPERATIONS 
General 
Oparatinf eoata par ton of ora. troatad can be reduced by: 
if am In Treating the 3500 tpd of oxide material, with consequential reduc-
tion in reagent usage. 
mlIn Reducing manpower, particularly in the aaaay laboratory. 
There does not appear to be any coat effective means of dramatically 
improving the metallurgical response of the refractory material. 
Potential exiata for an auxiliary heap leach operation, however, con-
siderable further study work ia required to precisely define the nature 
of thia operation* Capital and operating coata for heap leaching pre-
sented in this report are of a preliminary nature for financial modelling 
purpoeee only. 
Capacity 
The plant haa no difficulty in maintaining a treatment rate of 3000 tpd 
when treating a mixture of oxide and refractory material. The oxide 
material ia aaaier to treat, being softer and requiring leaa intensive 
grinding and leaching. By maximising the oxide ore treatment and by 
conducting long campaigna on the different ore types it ia considered 
1 tin I mill throughput can be Increased to an average of 3500 tpd. No 
capital expenditure ia anticipated aa required to achieve thia. When the 
aupply of oxide ore haa been exhauated, the etocxpiled refractory mate-
rial will be treated until the end of tho Ufa of tho property. An 
increaaed treatment coat ia applied to the refractory material. 
Manpower 
Tho present milling crew ia authorised at if people and ia operating with 
a complement of U . It ia proposed that thia crew be cut to 45 people 
compared to tho original 6«. Tho mill maintenance crew win be brought 
under the direct control of the Mill Superintendent ratlier than under 
control of central maintenance aa la tho preacnt practice. It ia anti-
cipated that thia will provide a mora ooat effective maintenance program. 
Shift operating erawa would ba eix paopia per shift comprising: 
Shift Foraman 
Loadar Oparator (Mill Food) 
Cruahar Oparator 
Grinding Oparator 
CeLIt. Oparator 
Shift Halpar 
Tho potontial exists to diminato tho loador oparator by redesign of tho 
ora t—^ln^ system. Minor capital expenditure would bo required for 
this improvement. 
Laboratory personnel have been reduced from 17 to ID. This will ba 
accomplished by improving sample How through in the laboratory and by 
reducing tho number of determinations required. 
The following is the proposed mill complement: 
Poaition 
Mill Superintendent 
Mill Supervisor 
Chief Metallurgist 
Shift Foreman 
Metallurgist 
Chemist 
Asoayers 
Technicians 
Crueller Operator 
Loader Operator 
Grinding Operator 
CIL Operator 
Refinery Foreman 
Refinery Operators 
Day Gang 
Clark 
Shift Udper 
Maintenanoa Foraman 
Mechanic* 
Elect ridane 
HaJpera 
Proposed 
Complement 
1 
1 
1 
* 
1 
1 
3 
S 
4) 
4) 
4) 
4) 
1) 21 
*> 
4) 
1) 
4) 
I 
S 
1 
4 
Sxi%xinz 
Organization 
1 
1 
1 
9 
2 
2 
T 
m 
1 
) 38 distribution ) not known exactly 
S 
) II 
TOTAL 3T 
Heap Leaching 
There IM a wide scatter of recoveries indicated from the heap leach 
testing to-dalc. For low grade oxide material the, jndicatod recoveries 
ITS: 
Recovery 
Run of Mine 20% 
Crushed to -4" 30% 
Crushed to -4# ancl agglomei iitu ci 00% 
On this bssis there is elesriy s significant incentive to crush and ag-
glomerate. 
Tho topography immediately surrounding tho mill site does not lend itself 
to s largo scale conventional heap leeching operation. A suitsble heap 
leaching area exists down tho valley some 3 miles from tho millsite but 
trucking costs would obviously increase. 
For 1019 it is proposed that a large scale test hesp is constructed. 
290,000 tons of material should bo leached In order to more accurately 
doteroiine recoveries, reagent consumptions and porcolation rates. 
Capital expenditure of $390,000 in 1909 hss boon allowod for the test 
hoapa, Tho operating cost for 290,000 tons is calculated aa S3.97 per 
ton. 
A study of potential hesp leaching sites concurrent with an expanded 
tost program is required immediately. It is anticipated that approxi-
mately 3 months will bo required to obtain tho necessary operating 
permits. Tho permitting spplicstions proceas ahouid bo started imme-
diately. 
Mill Metallurgy 
Tho present policy of blending different ore types far tho anH food 
maJtes it extremely difficult to •mnmam tho metallurgical recoveries for the 
different typos of material, Tho uso of 10% recovery for oxide material 
and 40% far refractory material is considered s realistic assessment based 
10694 
on past milling results. SOI recovery from oxide ore with a haad grade 
of 0,090 iM tha aquivaiant to a tailings value of-0.018. Tha tailings 
assaya for September, October and November have Dean 0.018, 0.017 and 
0.013 os/ton respectively. 
It ia strongly recommended that tha individual ore types are campaigned 
through tha mill rather than blended aa ia the currant practice. 
Apart from tha major improvement by treating oxide ore only, minor 
metallurgical improvement might ba obtainable by: 
(i) Increased aeration of tha pulp. 
<ii) Carbon flotation from C.I.L. tailings. 
Tha lattar technique may produca a scavenger gold concentrate for 
shipment to a smelter. Teat programe to establish tha possible improve-
ment by these techniques should ba established. 
Tha pulp ia currently heated to reduce tha viscosity in tha C.I.L. 
circuit. It ia considered that tha viscosity could be reduced by dilution 
rather than by heat, at an operating coat saving of $0.10 p^r ton, 
however thm heating coat ia still included in tha revieed operating coat. 
Tailings Disposal 
Tha present dlaposai area has several disadvantages: 
(i) Tha 200 foot elevation above tha millsite incurs high pumping coals. 
(ii) Tha large dam walla are expensive to conetruct and lift. 
(ill) Tha pond lining to maintain an impervious seal U expensive 
Ongoing capital ia.required to maintsln capacity in tha existing area. A 
feasibility study for developing a new tailings area ia recommended prior 
to the major expenditure* required ia lttt /M. 
OPERATING COST 
Basis: 3300 tpd Milling Rats 
399 Day Par Yaar Operation 
Oadda Ora 
Summary 
Araa 
Ganarai and Administration 
Labour 
Supplias 
Will Operations 
Labour 
Supplias 
Mill Maintanancs 
Labour 
Supplias 
Powar 
TOTAL 
3/Yaar 
993.100 
1.790,000 
1.939.094 
4.903,900 
443,320 
312.100 
1,337;790 
11.393,474 
fj Ton 
0.999 
I 401 
1.319 
3.940 
0.347 
' L401 
1.047 
9.033 
Comparative1 
Existing Operation 
1 „ 508 
III, 937 
3.040 
4.313 
Indudad 1 bo t 
1.15 
i 
13.070 
2. 
Tha mximtin? operating coat breakdown Im not exactly compar-
abla by araa* tha coau shown ara a "boat fit comparison" 
Tbo breakdown of fixed and variable ooata for the oroooeed 
oparation ara: 
Fixed $9,713,200 
VariabJa 94.573/ton 
1099^ 
GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 
Labour 
Ulna Manager 
Controller 1 
Accountant ) 
Clerk \ 
Computer Technician/Operator 1 
Personnel 1 
Safety 1 
EnvironaentaJiat 1 
Security < 
Janitor I 
Stenographer/Secretary ; 
Purchasing Agant J 
tfarenouse 2 
Mtc. Plannar ] 
V 
< 
i t 70.000 
L 40,000 
I 40,000 
I 10,000 
L 30,000 
L 30,000 
L 39,000 
I 30,000 
1 92,000 
L 20,000 
\ 40,000 
I 40,000 
I 40,000 
I 40,000 
t 407,000 
10% Payroll Burdan 
$003,100 $0.*9*/t 
13397 
GENERAL AND ADMINISTRATION 
Supplies and Services 
Taxaa 
Communicationa 
Supplies 
Consulting Allow 
Legal Allow 
Road Maintenance 
Company Activities 
Travel and Entartalnmant 
$ 1,050,000 
05,000 
125,000 
300,000 
100.000 
By lUno 
100,000 
50,000 
$ 1,790,000 
S 1.40/ton 
13*98 
•MILL OPERATIONS PERSONNEL 
SUPERVISION 
Hill Superintendent 
Mill Supervisor 
Chief Uetailurgiat 
Shift Foreman 
Metallurgist 
Chemiat 
Aaeayere 
Refinery Foreman 
$ S5%000 
4ft.000 
45.000 
136,000 
3ftf000 
39,000 
90,000 
35,000 
$ 476,000 
•301 Payroll Burden 
$ 616,800 $0.IM/ton 
Hourly Paid 
Coat on 33 employees 
Average work week 41 houm 
Average hourly rate $12.00 pmr hour 
* $816,666 
• 30t Payroll Burden 
- 1,064,334 « $0,l33/ton 
^ 3 9 9 
Cyanida 
Lima 
Caustic 
Carbon 
Floccuiant 
SodJum Sulilds 
Acid 
Chiorina 
Dmaealmr 
Sulphuric 
Grinding StaaJ 
Unars (Mill) 
Unars (Crusher) 
Assay Supplies 
Misceilaneoua 
Propane 
SUPPLIES 
Ib/t 
2.5 
3.5 
2.0 
0.1 
0.1 
0.25 
0.3 
0.7 
0.13 
0.02 
1.3 
0.15 
Allow 
Allow 
Allow 
Allow 
S/Ib 
0.68 
0.03 
0.15 
1.10 
1.23 
1.00 
0.20 
0.35 
1.00 
1.50 
0.23 
1.00 
S/Ycur 
2.171.750 
134.137 
393.250 
140.525 
157.132 
191.625 
79.650 
312.989 
199.075 
39.325 
440.737 
191.737 
20.000 
190.000 
120.000 
300.000 
S/ton 
1.70 
0.105 
0.30 
o.u 
0.123 
0.15 
0.06 
0.345 
0.13 
0.03 
0.345 
0.15 
0.015 
0.047 
0.094 
0.235 
4,905.600 
MILL MAINTENANCE 
Labour 
Maintenance Foreman 
Mechanics 
Efoctridan/Inst. 
Helpers 
Compliment 
1 
9 
2 
4 
•301 
Hourly Rate 
13.50 
13.50 ) 
) 
13.50 ; 
12.00 
Payroll Burden 
Total 
Annual Cost 
$ 45.000 
196.560 
99.840 
$ 341.400 
% 443.920 
S 0.347/ton 
Maintenance Supplies 
Allow Direct Labour Cost x 1.5 » $ 512.100 
* $ 0.401/ton 
Electrical Powe« 
From Getty Budget $ 1,337,700 - % 1,047/ton 
ROYALTIES 
Tha following U a bhaf tuna 
agreements attaehad to tha Marcur project. It Ja^tha conclusion of a 
preliminary review undortakan at Barrick's request by P. Carver of 
Persona, Bahla and Lattmore, Salt Laka City. 
It la counsel's general impraaaion that all tha Royalty and operating 
agreements art not sufficiently definitive but lnataad leave much of tha 
application opan to inttrpratatlon. Moreover, in ao doing Gatty haa 
takan an aggressive atanoa in all case*. Nonetheless, thia doaa not 
necesssrily mean that counaal would not taka a aimilar stance. 
I* Staan Co-Tenancy 
Tha Staan agrtemant la a co-tenancy agraamant in which Steen has 
a 6.M621 Mt proflta intaraat in cartain propertlea. namaly tha 
Marcur Hill. Goldan Gata pita and half of tha Marion Hill pit. 
Counaal haa notad that Gatty ia applying all tha pre-production and 
mining capital balancaa to thia royalty for recoupment prior to tha 
intaraat taking a/fact* Thia procedure might not nacaaaarily ba 
corrtct ainca auch capital waa not appiiad specifically to mining on 
tha Steen landa alone. Rather, it should ba dedicated oa a pro-
rata basis batween tha varfoua propartiaa. In tho purpoaaa of this 
report, ainca all tha pre-production capital haa boon appiiad only to 
Marcur Hill, thia capital can ba attributed fully aa deductible to the 
Staan royalty. In contrast though, tha mining capital should ba 
distributed by unite of production over tho total tonnage from tha 
project* 
Gatty haa taken an aggressive position with Stcen by attributing 
not only all mining capital to tha Staaa royalty but also by cost* 
poling intaraat on tho total beJanoa. Intaraat ia computed at tha 
rata of priaia phis S%. Counaal recommend* that Barrick should not 
follow §lcn% these linee, but rather, proportion the capital and omit 
tho intaraat accrual. 
Capital recapture and subsequent royalty calculation ia based upon 
net profits which Getty determines as gross revenue Iras mining 
and milling coats, mill depreciation, refining, transportation coats 
and 'reasonable" general and administrative^ coits. It must be 
noted that Uie net profita determination ia not defined fully in the 
agreement and, in the abeence of any Utah casea, haa been es-
sumad in a manner determined by the majority of similar instances 
elsewhere in the Weatern Statea. 
At present, capital recapture ia still in effect and no payment haa 
been made to Steen. General commenta relative to thia agreement 
ere that Steen will take the agreement to court for better clarifica-
tion of the different determining factors* 
Overriding Royalty 
The overriding royalty ia applied to the same property aa that of 
the Steen co-tenancy agreement* Eeaentiaily it la a net interest 
royalty since it haa no provision tor capital recapture prior to 
taking effect. It ia a straight percentage, 0.331337% of the net 
profita determined in the same manner aa the Steen co-tenancy, 
except mining costs are not deductible. In computing thia royalty, 
Getty includea a 20t loading aa profit on the mill costs. Counsel 
recommenda that Barrick deduct only 1001 of the direct milling costs 
and cease the procedure of loading mill costs by 20%. Payment is 
being made to the royalty holders. 
Operating Agreement with Gold Standard Inc. (G.S.L) 
The operating agreement between G.S.I, and Getty applies to all 
production from the project. Essentially on July 6th, 1M1 the 2H 
operating interest held by G.S.U was converted to a ISI net pro-
fita interest, thought G.S.I, is now beginning tto contest thia 
eon version. 
As it stands today* tha opart t in £ agreement pays a minimum royalty 
of $75,000 par year to G.S.I. For tha-future, it eeem* doubtful 
whether any other payments• beyond the "$75,000 will be paid since 
Getty is allowed full capital recapture and interest thereon, at 
prime plus 51, before the net profits royalty comes into effect. 
Presently, interest on the capital exceeda groea revenuea for the 
aaae period. 
For Barrick'a purposes, counsel recommends that the same proce-
dure and balances bo used as has been applied by Getty. though 
should the property be acquired the capital balances would need 
researching; more fully. 
Sliding Scale Royalty 
The sliding seals royalty is be far the most complex. Not only is 
its determination unclear, but the agreements between Getty and 
several lease holders all call for the ores from the various leases to 
be mined and processed separately, that is. without commingling. 
In order to clarify the agreements' application and to remove the 
non-commingling aspect which, as it stands, essentially causes all 
the mineralisation to be determined as waste. Getty is attempting to 
have s stipulation signed by the lease holders. The stipulation will 
permit the commingling of ore and will outline payment of the ore 
when mined, baaed upon drill hole determination and the current 
gold price. 
In the absence of any definitive procedure, counael hoe advised 
that computation of the royalty based on both not value and net 
profit ahouid be derived in a manner similar to that outlined for the 
overriding royalty and is without thm capital recapture. 
GEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL 
Tht zoologists associated with the project have indicated that there is 
only limited potential for tht discovery of major win era reserves. A 
raaaonabia amount of condemnation drilling has b**n conducted. It is 
probable that soma additional ore will ba discovorad alone; tlM proposed 
pit msrgina and as additional information regarding ore formation para-
meters is obtained during the operation* new exploration targets may be 
developed. 
It should be noted that* if the price of gold rises at a mora rapid rate 
than inflation there will be e marked increase in the number of tons of 
mineralized rock which can be profitably mined. 
Strategic Consideration - Mercur Mill Location 
While Getty does not testify to a great potential for more ore discovery 
on the Mercur project leases, nevertheless the Mercur district haa pro-
duced over 1 million ounces of gold. Other explorationists arc reported 
to be working in the district. The Mercur mill stay hav«i some potential 
for custom milling on new discoveries or may be valuable in negotiations 
with rc*i>cct to future discoveries by others in the general ares. No 
value has been placed on this in the financial analysis in this report. 
APPENDIX "B" 
BARRICK RESOURCES CORPORATION 
19 April 19S5 
Texaco Inc. 
2000 Westchester Avenue 
WHITE PLAINS, N.Y. 
10650 
U.SJU 
Dear Sirs: 
Barridc Resources Coqporation offers to purchase from Texaco, Inc. ail assets 
pertaining to mining and milling of the Mercur Gold Mine, located in Tooeie County, 
Utah, including all associated mining- claims, mineral leases, surface rights and 
minerals rights whether held in fee simple or under a* lease royalty agreement. All 
assets to be free and clear of any encumbrances, and all leases to be in good standing 
and readily assignable to Barrick Resources Corporation. 
The total consideration payable to Texaco, Inc. for these assets, exclusive of gold 
inventories which shall be purchased for cash value, is US$40 million, comprised ^ 
follows: 
1- £ $30 million cash payment plus a secured note of US$10 million payable from 
overriding royalties on all mining revenues resulting from the acquired ore 
bodies at Mercur* 
.2- The overriding royalty to accrue for the payment of the notes is payable from 
50% of ail the revenues (less applicable royalties) from gold sales in excess of 
US$325 per oz. until the full amount has been paid* 
Barrick requires a 60-day period within which i t can substantiate and validate the 
following ma t t e r s 
1* Establish dear title to all leases, especially the royalty payment affecting the 
various leases. 
2. Clarification of the Gold Standard claim 
a) working interest or net profit interest 
b) Gold Standarcfs first right of refusal to purchase assets. 
3 . Final agreement on the basis -of the Gold Standard net profit interest 
calculations, Le- capital cost basis* 
BB022641 
Texaco, Inc. - 2 - 19 April 1985 
b. Review and spot checking of Mercur ore reserves. 
5. Review of State and Federal compliance licences, future requirements, and all 
permits. 
Barrick believes that the above factors can be clarified and validated within a 60-day 
period* Should Texaco, Inc. accept this purchase bid, Barrick is prepared to commence 
work on these factors immediately and proceed with due diligence to a final closing 
within the 60-day period* 
Yours very truly, 
BARRICK RESOURCES CORPORATION 
Peter Munk 
Chairman 
PM:dw 
Confirmed and agreed to: 
Texaco, Inc. 
Pen 
PBC2Z642 
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SUMMARY OF ROYALTY REVEW WITH PAT CARVER - APRIL 15, 19S5 
MERCURMINE 
Exhibit No. . / A V 
ron the examination of: \ 
Gold Standard I • .*?A-fc . fTK^X'tP. 
.?/?£?]££ 
- Affects all properties - payable @ $75,000/yr. once annually *nd*hot1NP!;f^ -}^ , 
• Subject to recoupment with interest as it is classified as a disbursement so it ^ \y 
bears interest @ prime • 5% until NPI becomes payable, then r e h o ^ t e o u t o f j x ^ 
interest. 
- N& payable when cumulative net receipts > cumulative net disbursements. 
Not something of concern in short termf probably never 
• Need to calculate cumulative net disbursements and receipts 
- First right of refusal exists but not operable applies to participating parties. 
(Le. working interest Owners) 
- If accept interest converted from WI to NtPl / • does not apply to Gold 
Standard. Rely heavily on assumption. 
• Even if it were applicable, working interests are not being acquired 
- Texaco was put on notice Gold Standard believes they have a first right of 
refusal. 
- Qualifications: 
• Question of conversion depends on certain facts. Comfortable with the position 
Gold Standard is not being treated as a participatory party. We need to assure 
ourselves as to the facts Getty relies on - part of due. 
- An important practical problem is that Gold Standard is a 25% record title 
interest owner. The Operating Agreement granted a 75% WI to Getty. 
Practical effect is that even though Getty is entitled to an assignment of title, 
it has not occurred. Lender may balk but Garver's.f irm can provide strong legal 
opinion. Even if definite legal title not occurredf the right of assignment of the 
equity has occurred! Getty is entitled in any event to all of the proceeds of 
production so it can probably be overcome. 
• Other qualification • conversion is based on certain factual events* Gold 
Standard did not pay etc* Need to rely on facts - i.e. representations of Getty* 
- Already some dispute but Getty is in strong shape* 
- Other two qualifications - minor: 
1. Operating Agreement has no proper description; Getty says all 
properties are included* 
2. Some ambiguity in definition of disbursements in calculation of NPI 
and Gold Standard may try to disallow mill charge - small risk* 
Steen - ORRI 
• Applies only to Steen interest and no property in sliding scale lease* 
• *th quarter paid $31,000 = 3*,000 oz*/gold - .931337%. 
- Calculation affected by mill processing charge applied to ORRI* 
- Feel some risk charge may be judged unreasonably high* If cut in half, more 
substantial than any cut actually would be the ORRI increases by 150% i*e* 
$75M/qtr. Court is not likely to cut it that much. 
• Payable immediately - free of mining costs. 
Qualifications 
• Never seen underlying documents of ORRI* 
- Relying on Getty saying ifs based on value of ore and need to back out milling 
and refining costs. Garver feels position is reasonably defensible* Some dispute 
at the present time* 
• Provision permits holders to protest to preserve complaints. Most of owners 
submitted protest and asked for more information* Not vigorously disputed* 
Steen Co-Tenancy 
• 6.8662% O/S undivided interest in Steen lands, Getty subject to co-ownership 
93.1/6*9 (Steen Trust)* 
- Garver supports Getty's position not payable at once. 
• If ore produced from Getty's lands, get all costs of producing ore before Steen 
owners get anything. 
- All costs related to Steen lands are factored in. 
Qualifications 
• No Utah law saying how to account. 
- Getty has legal opinions analyzing the position from other States and adopted 
what Garver says is the majority reasonable view. 
• Some minority opinions - remote positions* 
- * ? Utah courts never ruled - cannot decide when to pay. Arguments could be 
made costs should be pro-rated so Steen people get small profit* Garver feels 
not a likely result. 
• Steen people registered some protests, but it has not matured to a present 
dispute* 
• Qual* Getty backs out milling costs before applying interest. It's large and 
court may say ifs unc£asonable and need to contend with interest in each 
instance* 
Sliding Scale Royalty 
*» Memo to Jim Lee in file. 
- Nothing to add* 
- Based on review* Pat Garver says Getty's method of calculating point at low 
end 5% for a long time unless gold up and costs down. 
• Says because royalties subject to fourfold increase under sliding scale - can be a 
material change. Getty feels it is a defensible position on an ambiguous 
problem* 
• Litigation likelihood increases with ambiguity and parties are paid at low end of 
scale* 
• In each case some dispute possible on horizon* 
- Need to go to mat but big risk. 
• Try to get holders to sit down and discuss because the business risk could be 
higher* 
General 
- There is co-mingling problem which can be serious practical problem, and we 
need to solve it. 
- Some owners have not signed co-mingling stipulation in Mercur and Sacramento 
pit* 
- Big overall concern is the milling charge, which is extraordinarily high due to 
exessive capital expenditure on physical plant* 
Stephen R. Battels 
16 April 1985 
APPENDIX "D" 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
IN AND FOR TOOELE COUNTY* STATE OF UTAH 
.-aintiff, 
vs, 
AMERICAN BARRICK RESOURCES 
CORPORATION; BARRICK MERCUR 
GOLD MINES, INC.? TEXACO, INC. 
(A Severed Party); GETTY OIL 
COMPANY; GETTY MINING COMPANY; 
GETTY GOLD MINE COMPANY; and 
JOHN DOES 1 through 10, 
Defendants, 
Civil No. 66-374 
DEPOSITION OF STEPHEN ROIAND OATTKLS, Volume I I 
(Pages 169 through 320) 
JWported by SUSAN WIUCOX KINGSBURY, CSR, RPR 
Utth CSR Uc«nM M, CtUfomlc CSR Uc+nM S i t 
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1 Q In any of these discussions with Texaco, was there 
2 ever any issue raised with respect to an indemnity regarding 
3 Gold Standard's claims? 
4 A I believe that topic was discussed, yes. 
5 Q Can you recall who raised the topic initially? 
6 A I believe we raised the topic — "we" being 
7 American Barrick — raised the issue of an indemnity. 
8 Q Did you raise it? 
9 A Yes. 
10 Q Can you tell me what you said to Texaco? 
11 MR. ROBERTS: That's a fair question. I mean, it's 
12 negotiations with Texaco. 
13 THE WITNESS: Well, I was obviously trying to protect 
14 Barrick to the extent that I could, and the question of an 
15 indemnity on Gold Standard, you know, from my point of view 
16 was the same as indemnity with respect to other 
17 representations and warranties, and I was trying for as much 
18 protection for Barrick as I could get on all matters, Gold 
19 Standard or otherwise. 
20 Q (By Mr. Burton) Did you specifically discuss an 
21 indemnity regarding Gold Standard's claims? 
22 A The way the agreement was drafted — I don't mean 
23 to confuse you, but if you review the acquisition agreement 
24 you will notice there are representations and warranties and 
25 then a separate indemnity clause relating to representations 
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1 and warranties. So there wasn't really a discussion the way 
2 you're putting it of an indemnity for specific items. It was 
3 an indemnity relating to the representation and warranty 
4 clauses which was what we were negotiating. 
5 Q Just so I'm clear in my mind, so we're on the same 
6 wavelength here: Do you recall specifically discussing Texaco 
7 indemnifying Barrick for Gold Standard's claims in these 
8 meetings with Texaco? 
9 A I asked, as did my counsel, for a warranty with 
10 respect to Gold Standard as well as other matters, and we 
11 asked that we be indemnified with respect to any breach of 
12 those warranties. 
13 I'm sorry if that's a roundabout answer, but that 
14 is the accurate, correct description and answer. 
15 Q You said you asked for a warranty or indemnity with 
16 respect to Gold Standard's claims as well as other claims. 
17 Did you get it? 
18 A You're really asking for a legal opinion. 
19 MR. CROCKETT: Excuse me. I'm going to object on the 
20 grounds that the document speaks for itself. 
21 MR. ROBERTS: I'll join in that. This is a complex 
22 transaction. You have the documents. 
23 MR. CROCKETT: They got what they got. 
24 MR. BURTON: Let's ask one of the negotiators. 
25 Q (By Mr. Burton) J'm just asking for your own 
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recollection at this point in timef Mr. Dattels. 
In your view as one of the negotiators on behalf of 
Barrick, did Texaco indemnify Bar rick for any Gold Standard 
claims? 
A Have you got a copy of the acquisition agreement 
with you as an exhibit? 
Q No, but we can get one, though. 
A Has that been produced? 
MR* ROBERTS: It's around, sure. 
THE WITNESS: But it's a produced document in this 
matter, is it not? 
MR. CROCKETT: Yes, it has been produced. 
THE WITNESS: Okay. 
I would just prefer, Mr. Burton, to give an 
accurate answer to this question. 
Q (By Mr. Burton) I want to make sure on this 
question in particular that your answer is as accurate as 
possible, so we'll take a two-minute break and make sure we 
get you that document. 
A All right. 
MR. ROBERTS: Would it speed things up to simply have the 
witness testify that the agreements — 
THE WITNESS: I'm going to make a very specific answer, 
Gordon. If I see the agreement, I'll make a very specific 
answer. 
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1 MR* ROBERTS: What I'm suggesting, I think, deals with 
2 that, that the written agreements between the parties are the 
3 total agreement and there were no — 
4 MR* BURTON: That was going to be my question after we 
5 reviewed the stock purchase agreement, if there were any oral 
6 a g r e e m e n t s . 
7 MR* ROBERTS: The s tock p u r c h a s e agreement i s what i t i s * 
8 MR. BURTON: Why d o n ' t we g e t a copy . 
9 THE WITNESS: Do you want t o be on or off t h e r e c o r d ? 
10 MR. BURTON: W e ' r e s t i l l on t h e r e c o r d for t h e pu rpose of 
11 t h i s so why d o n ' t we j u s t w a i t a c o u p l e of m i n u t e s . 
12 THE WITNESS: I t h i n k we shou ld j u s t w a i t , Gordon. 
13 MR. ROBERTS: A l l r i g h t . I t ' s up t o you. 
14 ( D i s c u s s i o n he ld off t h e r e c o r d between t h e 
15 w i t n e s s and h i s c o u n s e l . ) 
16 Q (By Mr. Bur ton) While w e ' r e f i n d i n g t h e s t ock 
17 I p u r c h a s e ag reemen t , why d o n ' t we t r y to make use of t h e t ime 
18 j a s much as we c a n . 
19 Mark this next, please. 
20 (Whereupon, Exhibit 982 was 
21 marked for identification.) 
22 Q (By Mr. Burton) Let me hand you Exhibit 982, 
23 Mr. Dattels. For the record, it's a May 16 press release. 
24 I Have you ever seen that document before? 
25 | A Yes. I'm just trying to get the time sequence. 
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1 Could you — Was the acquisition agreement 
2 signature date the 15th of May? 
3 MR. ROBERTS: I don't know. 
4 THE WITNESS: Just for my own information. 
5 MR. BURTON: Yes. 
6 THE WITNESS: Okay. 
7 Q (By Mr. Burton) Did you prepare that press 
8 release. Exhibit 982? 
9 A This press release was principally prepared by me, 
10 yes. 
11 Q As of that timef were you the individual within the 
12 Barrick organization who the investment analysts that we 
13 discussed yesterday were to contact with respect to the 
14 acquisition? 
15 A Yes, principally. 
16 | Q Can you tell me, sir, if this press release was 
17 prepared with the help of Texaco? 
18 A This press release was precleared with Texaco. I 
19 would have sent it to Art Taylor for his approval. 
20 Q Did Mr. Taylor ever express to you any reservation 
21 about disclosing any of the terms of the purchase price? 
22 | A They were insistent that the purchase price not be 
23 I disclosed. 
24 J MR. BURTON: Mark that, please. 
25 | (V/hereupon, Exhibit 983 was 
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marked for identification.) 
Q (By Mr. Burton) Let me hand you Exhibit 983, a 
document produced by Getty, Texaco, a second draft of a press 
release. It appears to have been faxed to Toronto on 5-14-85, 
and it has the fax number at the top. 
Do you recall ever seeing — 
A Sorry. Is this a fax from Barrick or a fax to 
Barrick? 
Q That's a good question. I can't tell. 
MR. ROBERTS: It has a received stamp of Amy Etherington. 
THE WITNESS: I think this is a fax — 
Q (By Mr. Burton) From Toronto to Texaco; isn't that 
correct? 
A I'm certain that is what it is because on the top 
you see the date, the time and B.R.C., which was the symbol 
for Barrick. 
Q You note in Exhibit 983 there is a reference there 
to the fact that the Mercur mine is currently producing 80,000 
ounces of gold per annum? 
A That's correct. 
Q If you look at Exhibit 982 there is no reference to 
the production of gold? 
A That's correct. 
Q At whose suggestion was that reference as to the 
actual gold production removed? 
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1 A To the best of my recollection, Texaco asked that 
2 that be deleted. 
3 Q Would Mr* Taylor have asked you that? 
4 A To the best of my recollection, yes, 
5 Q Do you recall him saying why? 
6 A There was a general reason expressed, I believe, 
7 that Texaco was disposing of a number of Getty assets, and 
8 they were trying to do as good of a job as possible. I think 
9 in this particular instance from their point of view it was 
10 not a material transaction and the fewer details the better. 
11 Q Did it have anything to do with keeping the 
12 information in terms of the purchase price away from Gold 
13 Standard? 
14 A To the best of my recollection, that was not a 
15 motivation that was expressed by Texaco. 
16 Q Was that a motivation ever expressed by Barrick? 
17 A Do you want me to answer that question? 
18 MR. ROBERTS: Yes. 
19 MR. CROCKETT: That's expressed to third parties outside 
20 of Barrick. 
21 THE WITNESS: He's asking me to speak from Barrick's 
22 point ot view at that time. 
23 Q (By Mr. Burton) Yes. 
24 A From Barrick's point of view, we were very 
25 sensitive to get this transaction closed for a number of 
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business reasons. 
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Q Was one of those business reasons the fact that you 
did not want Gold Standard to find out about it? 
A There were several business reasons. 
Q Was that one of the reasons? 
MR. ROBERTS: Let him finish. 
THE WITNESS: Well, I'd like to explain this properly. 
MR. ROBERTS: Do it. He has no right to interrupt you at 
all. 
THE WITNESS: That's okay. 
Do you wish me to give a comprehensive answer? 
That's what I prefer to rather than answer specific questions. 
MR. ROBERTS: Go ahead. 
THE WITNESS: Firstly, at this time we were becoming 
convinced daily that the mine was making improvements, for 
instance, that gold production was increasing, the operating 
costs were dropping, the grade of reserves was increasing, the 
level of comfort of our mining team as to the quality of 
reserves was increasing as was the confidence of our lenders 
on those reserves. 
We were convinced that if the transaction didn't 
get closed in an expeditious fashion that Texaco might decide 
to either keep it because of these improvements or some other 
party might come in and purchase the mine. For example, we 
felt that we could — At least the mining team felt that there 
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1 were three or four significant changes that had to be made to 
2 the operation, one of which was being contemplated by Texaco 
3 and was being put on hold, which may have gone forward had the 
4 transaction not closed, which was the installation of heat 
5 leaching facilities. 
6 We had been aware that as we were getting closer to 
7 our negotiations that other major mining companies were 
8 getting interested in this project, which prior to that time 
9 there might' not have been as great of an interest, from our 
10 perspective, 
11 To illustrate what I'm talking about, tfte morning 
12 of May 15th, I think you will find in my diary a note of a 
13 meeting with Echo Bay. I was sitting in the board room, and 
14 one of the gentlemen said to me, I just about fell off my 
15 chair, that nI hear you're buying Mercur." 
16 J Echo Bay was at that time the most inquisitive of 
17 all the companies in North America. We had also heard that 
18 Kerr Addison was interested. 
19 The other aspects that concerned us from a 
20 confidentiality point of view, and which I'll explain and give 
21 you a complete answer, is that the financing was being 
22 provided by Bank of America to the extent of approximately 80 
23 percent of the purchase price. You need to understand that 
24 J financing was being provided, if my memory is correct, on a 
25 I nonrecourse basis. From their perspective, they would have to 
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1 look to the mine for payment, and to a considerable extent, if 
2 you want to carry that to its logical conclusion, they were no 
3 different than an equity participant* They were taking a risk 
4 on that mine for certain returns* 
5 With that aspect and the other aspect of American 
6 Barrick being required to put in an additional $5 million into 
7 the acquisition which we were also trying to raisef the — 
8 the fewer — to the extent that there was litigation prior to 
9 the closing, which from our preliminary legal review, which 
10 became a complete legal review sometime in June, in the 
11 opinion of Parsons, Behle had no merit, we felt thatr if there 
12 was what they described as vexatious litigation commenced on 
13 this matter that Barrick could lose the — potentially lose 
14 the transaction through extensive litigation proceedings which 
15 would either result in our bank financing collapsing or — 
16 Barrick1s bank financing collapsing, I apologize, or Texaco 
17 saying "Fine. No deal. You haven't closed." 
18 So to the extent that these type of events could 
19 occur, we were very sensitive, and we were as a result filing 
20 a press — we filed a press release which did not contain some 
21 . of these details. And I believe we filed some reports with 
22 the Securities Commission asking that these matters be kept 
23 confidential. And I also know that we had to file reasons for 
24 | that, which is the procedure required by the Ontario 
25 Securities Commission. 
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1 Q (By Mr. Burton) And the litigation that you were 
2 referring tof is that Gold Standard litigation? 
3 A As I was mentioning to you yesterday/ there were 
4 some documents given to us — or that was provided to mef 
5 there were other documents which I had obtained/ principally 
6 annual reports/ 10-K'S/ there were various statements madef to 
7 a large extent some of the statements were contradictory, and 
8 we did not — "we" being Barrick — did not know until a 
9 proper review was done. And from the record you would not 
10 know exactly what Gold Standard1s complaint was really about, 
11 whether it had merit/ whether it didn't have merit, whether 
12 the legal letter from McConnell — and I don't mean this in an 
13 insulting way — was a self-serving letter or not a 
14 self-serving letter* 
15 These were all matters that we asked Parsonsf Behle 
16 to make a proper legal judgment on. 
17 From my point of viewf I was certainly not going to 
18 take on my shoulders the responsibility of advising the 
19 company without proper legal advice from Parsons, Behle and 
20 without a proper professional, thorough review of the matters. 
21 But to the extent that there could be — again I 
22 apologize for the word — vexatious or obstreperous 
23 I proceedings which would delay our closing we felt this could 
i 
24 I be harmful to the company, and as a result certain information 
25 J was not disclosed in the press release, I think specifically 
i 
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1 the purchase price. 
2 Q Let me show you 384f a letter to the Ontario 
3 Securities Commission marked in Mr. Smith's deposition back ir 
4 April, dated May 17f 1985. Did you prepare that document? 
5 A I prepared this document in consultation with our 
6 solicitors. 
7 Q Mr. Allen? 
8 A Mr. A l l e n . I t h i n k you see on t h e t o p r i g h t - h a n d 
9 c o r n e r e v i d e n c e of t h a t . T h a t ' s t h e h a n d w r i t i n g of my 
10 s e c r e t a r y . 
11 Q It's T.I.A.; right? 
12 A That's Mr. Allen's initials. The other initials 
13 are Bill Robertson. As I mentioned earlier, he as the 
14 corporate secretary, you know, filed the necessary forms with 
15 the various regulatory bodies. 
16 J Q As of May 17th, 1985, were you aware of any due 
17 I diligence conducted by Mr. Kent Roche on Gold Standard's 
18 c l a i m ? 
19 A The due d i l i g e n c e t h a t you r e f e r t o was ongoing a t 
20 a f e v e r i s h pace by t h a t t i m e . I am not s u r e of t he exac t d a t e 
21 of h i s f i n a l r e p o r t which I r ev iewed and p e r s o n a l l y hand led 
22 wi th Mr. G a r v e r . I d o n ' t b e l i e v e by t h a t t ime they had 
23 I r eached t h e i r f i n a l c o n c l u s i o n s or had comple ted t h e i r r ev i ew. 
24 Q Do you have any idea as to when t h a t review 
25 I commenced? 
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1 I A Well, the review of the — of the r o y a l t i e s overa l 
2 in the Gold Standard s i t u a t i o n as being pa r t of the r o y a l t i e s 
3 was commenced in Apr i l in a summary way — I d o n ' t know if 
4 t h a t i s the correct w a y . . . . 
5 MR. ROBERTS: I d o n ' t want you to go i n t o d e t a i l . I 
6 d o n ' t mind you desc r ib ing when i t s t a r t e d and when i t stopped, 
7 MR. BURTON: T h a t ' s a l l I'm asking . 
8 THE WITNESS: I'm t r y i n g to. answer the q u e s t i o n . What 
9 I'm saying to you i s u n t i l we a c t u a l l y had a signed agreement 
10 they were not given a mandate to do a fu l l -b lown, a l l - o u t 
11 e f f o r t on i t . 
12 Q (By Mr. Burton) So you would have no idea as to 
13 what Mr. Roche was instructed to do as of May 13thf May 14th 
14 in terms of reviewing Getty's documents pursuant to any due 
15 I diligence? 
16 A I know what my instructions to Parsons, Behle were. 
17 MR. ROBERTS: You're not required to give those. 
18 Q (By Mr. Burton) I don't want those. 
19 I I'm just asking, in response to my other 
20 question: You don't know what Mr. Roche was reviewing as of 
21 May 13th and May 14th? 
22 A Those exact dates? 
23 Q Yes. 
24 MR. ROBERTS: I don't know how he could know that without 
25 Roche telling him. I'm going to instruct him not to answer. 
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1 I think i t ' s covered by the a t t o r n e y - c l i e n t p r i v i l e g e . 
2 Q (By Mr. Burton) Have you reviewed Mr. Roche's 
3 depos i t ion in p repar ing for your depos i t ion? 
4 A I must — I admit t h a t I read i t f but in reading i t 
5 I j u s t did a quick page f l i p . I d i d n ' t pay much a t t e n t i o n to 
6 what he s a i d , on the assumption t h a t he c o u l d n ' t r e a l l y say 
7 very much. 
8 Q Referring to Exhibit 384, sir, there is a reference 
9 there in the second paragraph, quote: 
10 Under the terms of the agreement with 
11 Getty, it was agreed that the purchase price 
12 would not be disclosed since this would not be 
13 in the interests of either party. 
14 I Do you see that? 
15 A Yes. 
16 Do you have a copy of the agreement? 
17 Q I'm handing you the purchase agreement? 
18 MR. CROCKETT: What exhibit is that? 
19 MR. BURTON: Exhibit 426. 
20 Q (By Mr. Burton) Can you tell me where in that 
21 agreement that condition is found? 
22 j A Just as a preamble, Texaco was very diligent about 
23 what it said and didn't say publicly about anything that it 
24 j did. And I believe there is a clause in here -- Yes, I think 
25 this would be it. 
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1 Are these page numbers on the top numbers t h a t are 
2 out of a deposi t ion, or are these par t of — There i s an 
3 unusual numbering on the top of these pages, t h a t ' s why I'm 
4 asking the quest ion. 
5 MR. ROBERTS: They must come from some larger 
6 compilation. 
7 THE WITNESS: All right. 
8 In any event, on page 8 on the bottom, Exhibit 426, 
9 at 4.3-d, there is a clause heading "Press Release." It 
10 says: 
11 No party will make any press release 
12 or other announcement respecting the agreement 
13 without the consent of the other parties unless 
14 a party refuses to consent and the party desiring 
15 | to make the release or other announcement is 
16 advised by its counsel that the release or 
i 
17 I other announcement is required to comply with 
18 any statute, law or regulation. 
19 Q (By Mr. Burton) While we are on that — 
20 I A That would have been the operative clause. 
21 I Q Since we're on Exhibit 426, the stock purchase 
22 I agreement — 
23 Gordon, is that the right exhibit number? 
24 MR. ROBERTS: 426. 
25 Q (By Mr. Burton) — could you review that, sir, and 
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1 pinpoint for me the provision that we were discussing 
2 immediately prior to our discussion that we were having on the 
3 press releases relating to indemnification by Texaco with 
4 respect to any Gold Standard claims? 
5 A You can appreciate it's a complicated document* 
6 It's going to take me a few minutes to make sure I have the 
7 right clauses. 
8 Do you have some stickers so I can mark some of 
9 them? 
10 Can I go off the record? 
11 (Discussion held off the record between the 
12 witness and his counsel.) 
13 THE WITNESS: I just want to comment on the record that 
14 I you should understand that in reviewing this agreement it's a 
15 i very complicated agreement, clauses tie into each otherf and 
16 it's very hard to take an isolated clause out of context. So 
17 I thatf you know, you'll have to decide as I give you a response 
18 Q (By Mr. Burton) Sure. 
19 A — what — what you're asking. 
20 That may not be complete. Do you want to try your 
21 question again? 
22 MR. BURTON: Would you read it back, please. 
23 MR. CROCKETT: You referred to prior testimony about 
24 specifying the question. Even if she reads it back it won't 
25 do it. Why don't you reask the question. 
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MP. BURTON: I'll try it again. 
Q (By Mr. Burton) My question, sir: After reviewing 
the purchase agreement, can you point to that portion of the 
agreement which you understand indemnifies Barrick for any 
claims by Gold Standard? 
MR. CROCKETT: Objection. Assumes a fact not in 
evidence, that is that the witness does understand that it 
does indemnify Barrick. 
Q (By Mr. Burton) Do you understand the question, 
Mr. Dattels? 
A The way Ifm going to respond to this is that Ifm 
going to refer you to those sections which would relate to the 
indemnity, and I•m not going to make a conclusion as to what 
exactly they do or they don't do. 
Q Let's try to put it in the appropriate framework, 
if we could. 
Before your review of the document I had asked you 
if there had been a discussion with respect to indemnity — 
A That's correct. 
Q — given by Texaco to Barrick on Gold Standard's 
claims. 
A That's correct. 
Q And then you said you wished to refer to the actual 
purchase agreement. 
A Yes. 
1 Q Now, after reviewing the purchase agreement, can 
2 J you point out those provisions which you understand reflect 
3 the indemnity by Texaco to Barrick for Gold Standard's claims? 
4 MR* CPOCKETT: Objection* Assumes a fact not in 
5 evidence, that he understands there are provisions that, in 
6 fact, accomplish what you said. 
7 Q (By Mr. Burton) You can go ahead and answer. 
8 A On behalf of Barrick and with the two legal counsel 
9 involved with me, we negotiated contractual rights contained 
10 in this document relating to these issues. And the contract 
11 | speaks for itself. 
12 (To his counsel) In other words, it is the evidenc^ 
13 what was the result of that negotiation, and I don't want to — 
14 I'm not going to comment unless you tell me that I should, 
15 because he's asking for legal conclusions. 
16 I MR. ROBERTS: No. The methodology you've adopted is 
17 j satisfactory. If you want to point him to the areas that you 
18 think are within the broad framework of what he's asked for 
19 and take the position that the document speaks for itself, 
20 I that is Barrick's position. You're not required to give legal 
21 J judgments in this case. 
22 I THE WITNESS: On page 5 of the document, Exhibit 426, 
23 clause 3.2, being a general clause relating to representations 
24 of the seller to the buyer, clause sub "m", entitled 
25 "Litigation," states: 
1 Except as set forth in Schedule Fr there 
2 are no actions, suits or proceedings pending or 
3 to the actual knowledge of the seller or the 
4 company threatened against the seller or the 
5 company before any court or arbitration tribunal 
6 or before or by any governmental department, 
7 I agencies or instrumentality relating to any 
8 respect — in any respect to the Mercur gold mine 
9 and neither seller nor the company is aware of any 
10 I state of facts which are if known other than to 
11 the company or seller might reasonably be expected 
12 to form the basis of a successful action, lawsuit 
13 or proceeding. 
14 j You then have to make a complete — To complete 
15 that section you have to go to Schedule F, which was an 
16 j exception. Schedule F, page F-l of the exhibit is headed 
17 "Litigation Claims": 
18 Gold Standard, Inc., has a claim with 
19 I respect to conversion of its working interest 
20 to a net profits interest under an operating 
21 | agreement dated December 11, 1973, between 
22 Getty Oil Company and Gold Standard, Inc. 
23 I So that clause is a representation and warranty as 
24 opposed to an indemnity. 
25 The separate clause relating to an indemnification, 
I believe, is on page 11 of this document. Exhibit 426, clause 
4.4-a, entitled "Seller's Indemnification": 
On and after the closing seller shall 
fully and properly defend, indemnify and hold 
harmless buyer, the company and their respective 
directors, officers and employees from all claims, 
demands, actions or suits, cause for damages and 
expenses made against or incurred by the buyer 
and the company and their respective directors, 
officers and employees, sub 1, arising out of 
any litigation initiated prior to closing and, 
2, arising out of any breach of any representation 
or warranty herein which survives the closing 
pursuant to section 6.01 or the nonfulfillment 
of any agreement or undertaking of seller herein 
which survives the closing pursuant to section 
6.10. 
You then have to go to section 6.01, which talks 
about surviving — on page 16 of the exhibit, headed 
"Survival": 
The covenants, agreements, representations 
and warranties contained in the agreement and any 
covenants, agreements, representations and 
warranties, et cetera, shall not survive the 
closing except for — 
1 And there are a specific number of sections 
2 that are covered, 
3 There's something else I have to check in this 
4 agreement that might relate to thisf if I can find it. You111 
5 have to give me a minute. 
6 (Time lapse.) 
7 THE WITNESS: I need to ask my counsel to clarify 
8 something for me on this agreement. If you can excuse me for 
9 one moment, I'll speak to him and then give you the rest of 
10 these clauses. 
11 (Recess.) 
12 MR. ROBERTS: Let me make a statement for the record. 
13 Off the record Mr. Dattels and I have had a 
14 conversation about some additional contractual material that 
15 may be responsive to your question. However, I have advised 
16 him that that particular document is lawyers' work product and 
17 I that he is not permitted for that reason to respond to it. 
18 So the record is clear, on that other, additional 
19 | information, we are taking that position. I will instruct him 
20 not to answer in respect to that particular matter. 
21 MR. BURTON: In that connection, Gordon and Mr. Dattels, 
22 is there any written document in addition to the purchase 
23 I agreement of May 15th which contains terms or conditions 
i 
24 r e l a t i v e to Barrick's acquis i t ion of the Mercur mine from 
25 Texaco? 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
MR. 
document 
this — 
MR. 
Barrick? 
MR. 
MR. 
that was 
MR. 
ROBERTS: 
, and it 
BURTON: 
ROBERTS: 
BURTON: 
subject 
ROBERTS: 
That document I'm referring to is a 
does have provisions in it that relate to 
Is it a document, though, between Texaco and 
\ Yes. 
Then it's not the joint defense agreement 
to the motion? 
I don't think I can answer that without 
disclosing what has been determined by the court to be 
i attorney 
MR. 
addressee 
parties ] 
MR. 
parties. 
MR. 
-client work product. 
BURTON: 
3. If t\ 
pursuant 
I don't think that that issue has ever been 
lis is a separate agreement signed by two 
to a commercial transaction — 
CROCKETT: You assume — You said signed by two 
ROBERTS: The document you have seen was not — 
that's being argued about I don't think was signed by anybody. 
MR. BURTON: Just for the purpose of foundation, can 
we at least determine when it was prepared, by whom it was 
1 prepared 
we were < 
MR. 
aware of 
about it 
? We'll have to move on that. This is the first time 
ever aware of anything like that. 
ROBERTS: No, it's not the first time you've been 
it. I can provide you from my own office, as I think 
and am able to do it in an appropriate way, I can 
1 provide you what foundational information you1re going to 
2 need, but I'm not going to permit you to inquire of 
3 Mr. Dattels about it. 
4 MR. BURTON: Just for foundation: Was it prepared 
5 contemporaneous with the sales document that we're looking at 
6 now, Exhibit 426? 
7 MR. ROBERTS: I'd need to have it in front of me to tell 
8 you that. I'm not going to speculate about it. 
9 It is something I can provide you the foundational 
10 information about that you need. 
11 MR. BURTON: But we're not talking about any type of 
12 joint defense agreement or anything of that nature which was 
13 the subject of the motion? It's a different document? 
14 I MR. ROBERTS: That is not entirely clear either. I'm not 
15 going to answer that question. 
16 I Q (By Mr. Burton) Let me just for the record, then, 
17 Mr. Dattels, ask you: Does Exhibit 426 reflect the entire 
18 agreement between Barrick and Texaco with respect to the 
19 acquisition of the Mercur mine? 
20 A Does what? 
21 Q Does Exhibit 426 reflect the entire agreement 
22 between Barrick and Texaco with respect to the acquisition of 
23 I the Mercur mine? 
24 A Well, this is a ~ 
25 I MR. ROBERTS: I instruct you not to answer that question 
because, as I have disclosed for the record, there is an 
additional document that may come within the purview of that 
that is covered by the work product privilege* So you are not 
to answer that question. 
THE WITNESS: Well, maybe I better talk to you for a 
second. 
(Recess.) 
MR. ROBERTS: We1re back on the record. 
I think the best way to deal with this is 
this. There is an additional document or documents, and I 
need to have them in front of me to be certain how to describe 
them, which I think may come within the scope of your 
question. However, it is our position and I've so instructed 
the witness on the record, that those are protected by the 
work product privilege, and, therefore, I have asked him and 
instructed him not to respond in connection with those. In 
terms of foundational information about them, we don't have 
them with us now but that could be furnished in due course and 
you can make whatever motion you want to make. 
Q (By Mr. Burton) Mr. Dattels, you recall earlier I 
asked you about whether or not there was an indemnification by 
Texaco to Barrick with respect to Gold Standard's claims 
discussed during these initial meetings at White Plains in the 
first part of May. Do you recall that testimony? 
A Yes. 
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AGENDA 
June 3, 198 5 
Mercur Gold Mine Loan 
I. Title Issues 
A. Personal Property 
1. Review Barrick files to confirm evidence of 
title to key items of personalty 
2. Revise list of personalty (from Stock Purchase 
Agreement) as required 
2. review and ccnfirr. Barrick's U.CC. lien check 
B. K--v..: : roperty 
1. Negotiation with Barrick's counsel regarding 
type and author of title opinions and 
availability and cost of title insurance* 
We have proposed the following: 
a* Original title opinions on all claims 
located within any of four mine pita and 
on the plant site claim will be issued 
by Barrick's counsel 
b- Title opinions- on all other claims, 
which V3re originally issued by G<ettyfs 
counsel (Prui-t: <> Gushee} vili be reissued 
by that firm ta run to the benefit of 
the Bank- Barrick1 s counsel will supple-
ment those opinion* through closing 
c* Lender's title insurance for the plant 
will issue to the Bank for the (pro-
posed) policy amount of $12 • 5 million 
2*. Coordinate the form and substance of all title 
opinions* and supplements with Barrick1 s counsel 
a. Identification of any major title defects 
3. Revise, AS necessary, legal description of real 
property 
II. Permits and Approvals 
1. Review and confirm permits (and bonds) for mine 
operation and reclamation ^ 
20 Review mine's environmental compliance 
a. coordinate imput of Kilbourne study 
b, effect of increased production 
3, Review permits for water appropriated for mine 
use 
III* Legal Issues 
A. Analyze merits of Gold Standard assertion that it 
is entitled to a 25% working interest rather than 
a 15% net profits interest 
B« Analyze legal merits of current method of account-
ing for the nonparticicating co-tenant's interest 
of Steen, et al. end the cash flew impact of 
alternative methcc.s of accounting• 
C* Analyze Isgal merits of current method of comput-
ing sliding scale royalty for leases and the cash 
flow impact of alternative methods of royalty com-
putation^ 
D. Analyze status of attempt* to have lessors execute 
co-mingling agreements and effect of failure to do 
so prior to closing 
IV• Document Preparation 
David Credit Agreement 
Pledge Agreement 
Ir.:;.: of C::£it 
•GjiXiiHty 
GD&C Deed of Trust. 
Security Agreement 
CT.C.C*-! Filings 
Pamela A* Ray 
PAR/wbvr 
BA00761 
APPENDIX "F" 
FKOM
 Drew simonsen, Vice President 
Alan Burton, Vice President 
TO
 G. David Maletta 
Vice President 
project Finance Mining #5208 
BANKOF AMERICA m 
0ATf
 June 17, 1985 
SU8J6CT
 Barrick Resources «- Mercur Project 
This memorandum covers a visit to the mine site and connents on the 
engineers1 technical reports, approval of which aire conditions 
precedent to drawdown on our term facility. 
1. Ore Reserve Audit-Bechtel 
Bechtel has prepared a preliminary letter report, a more formal 
audit report is in preparation. Bechtel has validated 
techniques and procedures used to prepare the ore reserve 
estimate. They then re-calculated geological and mineable 
reserves, using their own computer system. The results agreed 
closely with Mercur9s (Getty's) estimates of average grade and 
tonnage of reserves remaining, as well as with actual grade and 
tonnage mined over the two years of operation at the mine to 
date. The Bechtel estimate provides a good check on the basic 
validity of the ore reserve calulation methodology because 
different methods were used. (Bechtel uses linear kriging, 
while Mercur uses inverse square of the distance). As is to be 
expected, however, Mercurfs calulation of ore mined to date was 
closer to the actual amount mined than was Bechtel's, mainly 
because the Mercur system has had the benefit of adjustment 
according to two years of empirical data from operations. The 
Bechtel review has established a strong level of confidence in 
the Mercur system. 
Bechtel fs reserve audit essentially confirms the tonnage and 
grade estimates which we relied upon in our credit analysis for 
the Gt* Bechtel concluded approximately 9.5 years of reserves 
(including all ore types and stockpiles), whereas the original 
GR assumed 10 years. Mineable ore reserves are a function of 
gold price and processing costs. Getty and Bechtel have 
calculated ore reserves on the basis of historial cost 
experience at the Mercur mine. The basis of our financing 
offer, however, is the projection of a substantial reduction in 
cash operating costs, largely due to increased efficiency in the 
mill. Reduced cash costs can result in a considerable increase 
in ore reserves, because material previously uneconomic to 
process can be converted to ore. This is with the proviso that 
substantial additional mineralized material exists (as is the 
B A
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case with Mercur, confirmed by Bechtel). Thus, our original 
analysis was inconsistent in that reserves were calculated at 
one cost level (high), wheres the costs projected in the 
economics were the ijnproved costs estimated by Barrick and now 
confirmed as realistic by Kilborn. Although not yet confirmed 
by Bechtel, Bar ride has estimated that ore reserves calculated 
on the basis of projected cash costs could, increase the ore 
reserves to between 15 and 18 million tonnes, which would 
represent a mine life of between 12 and 14 years. 
PPG has reviewed sufficient data to conclude that the Mercur ore 
reserve methodology and estimates are acceptable, and can be 
relied upon as being thorough and professional, and that the 
actual mine life is highly likely to exceed the 9.5 to 10 years 
estimated, assuming no cost efficiency improvements. 
2. Technical Vfrluation-Kilborn 
Kilborn was retained to evaluate all aspects of the Mercur 
operation, with the exception of the ore reserves, which were 
checked by Bechtel. Kilborn has prepared a comprehensive and 
thorough review of the operation, confirming that the physical 
assets are in good condition and that potential exists to 
significantly reduce costs. Kilborn believe that the plant has 
never been operated to its potential and that production can 
safely be increased from 3000 tpd to 3500 tpd. The increase in 
throughput, coupled with deferral of refractory ore processing 
and reduction of excess manpower requirements will permit a 
significant reduction in unit operating costs. Refractory ore 
comprises a minor part of the orebody, but is difficult and less 
predicatable in metallurgical performance„ To date, Getty has 
blended ore to the mill with the result that the mill has not 
been presented with a consistent or optimised feed. The major 
thesis of improved plant performance recommended by Kilborn is 
cessation of ore blending and consistency in mill feed. 
Additionally, as has already been stated, Mercur plans to heap 
leach subgrade oxide ore and a trial heap is nearing 
completion. Kilborn concurs with the work being done and that 
gold can be produced from the heap at a cost of less than £150 
per ounce. This further increases the ore reserve base since no 
milling costs are incurred and new material! with a lower grade 
than was previously treatable can be added to reserves. 
Kilborn has substantially confirmed the oj«rating criteria and 
assumptions used to generate the cash flow projections prepared 
for our original CR. Kilborn does recommend construction of two 
additional & L tanks to increase leach time and improve 
recovery, when production is increased to 3500 tpd. The cost of 
trhjg additional plant is estimated to be #750,000, and will be 
undertaken in the latter half of 1985. This expenditure does 
not seriously impact.cash flow, and the "pay-back* is less than 
one year. 
0G57S 
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3. Site Visit Observations 
The mine and plant were found to be as described by Kilborn. 
The mine is in good shape and the process plant is generally 
well designed, well laid out and well maintained. It is clear 
that there is sane labor redundancy and the operations have 
never been pushed to perform* The projections and cost 
estimates prepared by Kilbom are reasonable and well within 
industry standards* In addition, while the estimates prepared 
appear aggressive compared to current conditions, Kilborn 
believes that slightly better recoveries will be possible, and 
lower manpower will be required* This will have the impact of 
further reducing unit costs at this mine, to both the Bank's and 
Barricks' benefit* 
It appears that Barrick has found a 'sleeper* in Mercur. If it 
is efficiently run, there is little doubt that it can perform to 
or even exceed projections and that at current and even much 
lower gold prices it will be a profitable operation. 
4. Financial Analysis 
In order to determine the economic impact of the reviews by 
Bechtel and Kilborn on the Bank's loan commitment, revised cash 
flow forecasts were prepared by PPG. 
The major difference determine between the original and revised 
cashflows is the operating cost performance in 1985. After 
detailed review and analysis, Kilborn has concluded that while 
operating costs efficiencies originally projected can be 
implemented in a procedural sense in the last 6 months of 1985, 
the reduction in total dollar costs is likely to be less than 
anticipated because of severance and other non-recurring cash 
charges* Our original estimate and analysis which included a 
10% Mandatory Minimum Repayment due on December 31st, 1985, may 
thus be optimistic* Accordingly, PPG recommends, and has 
incorporated a revision to the minimum repayment schedule which 
defers the 12/31/85 repayment to 12/31/90, extending the term 
loan on the minimum schedule by 6 months* All other payments 
remain uncharged* (ie* Schedule is now 10 semi-annuals 
cannencing 6/30/86 instead of 12/31/85). The percentage of 
cashflow repayment mechanism will still apply to cash flow 
generated during the remainder of 1985, and no cash 
disbursements can be made until it has been demonstrated that 
the revised operating estimates have been consistently 
achieved* The extension to loan maturity reduces the reserve 
coverage ratio to 1*72 based on reserves calculated on 
historical costs which, as previously noted is an inconsistent 
analysis* Ike reserve coverage ratio based on projected costs 
is expected to be in the range of 14/5*5*2.55, and this will be 
confirmed to PFG's satisfaction by Bechtel or Kilborn prior to 
dosing* In summary, an extension to the loan maturity appears 
prudent and warranted under the circumstances, and does not 
adversely inpact the credit fran PPG's perspective. 
A
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Despite the inconsistency of reserves estimated using historical 
costs being mined with much lower projected costs, PFG has 
prepared financials through necessity which utilize the Getty 
historical cost reserves (substantiated by Bechtel). Thus, the 
presentations showing only 9.5 years of reserve life should be 
regarded as very conservative. 
In addition various other components of the projections are 
viewed by the Project Finance Group as indicating a conservative 
analysis. They include: 
(i) No heap leach gold production beyond 1985, even though 
sufficient marginal ore reserves have been confirmed by 
Bechtel, and plans are currently being implemented for 
the installation of a long term heap leach program. 10% 
to 15% of annual production at a cost of 0S$150/oz from 
heap leaching will have the effect of reducing the 
breakeven cost per ounce produced from all sources at 
Mercur by $10 to $15 per ounce. (Refer to discussion of 
ore reserves). 
(ii) The cash flew projections assume a slightly more 
conservative gold recovery through the mill even though 
capital expenditures (the additional carbon in leach 
• d l - tanks) have been included to boost this to a 
possible 85% recovery. 
(iii) The operating cost estimates szixx contain components 
which are appropriate for the historical operation, but 
will not be incurred in the procedures sarrick proposes 
to adopt. 
(iv) Operating procedures in the plant result in the rejection 
of oversize crushed ore from the grinding mills. Tie 
oversize has consistently been a lower average grade than 
the undersize, resulting in a slight increase in grade of 
the undersize compared to what was originally fed into the 
mill. This has the impact of increasing mill head grade 
and reducing unit costs when conpared to estimates of ore 
grade on an "as mined" basis. 
(v) Kilborn and Barrick are retaining several "rabbits" in the 
hat, such as cyanide leaching in the grinding circuit, 
which could have a substantial positive impact on gold 
recoveries and hence unit costs. 
Given this scenario of conservativism for interpretation of the 
Project Finance Group's analyses, we have prepared a BASE CASE at a 
gold price of QSS300 per ounce, and a BREAKE/EN CASE for loan payout 
over the 9.5 years of (inconsistently) estimated reserves. The BASE 
CASE demonstrates the project's ability to repay the proposed 
borrowing in 3.7 years with a cumulative debt coverage ratio of 1.84 
B A
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times and a reserve coverage ratio of 2.6 times• Hence, this most 
likely scenario would result in repayment of the loan prior to its 
scheduled maturity of 5.5 years. In the event that the price of 
gold declines, the Project could still repay the debt at a gold 
price of $258. With the extension of mine reserves, the breakeven 
number, of course, declines. 
Project Finance Group has found no reason to revise its previously 
positive evaluation of the technical and economic viability of the 
Mercur Project and the soundness of the project loan as structured, 
m fact, the current review has increased Project Finance Group's 
level of comfort in the project, and has provided sufficient data to 
indicate that project operating performance could be better than 
projected. In addition, Project Finance Group has a high* level of 
confidence in the Barrick technical management and ability to 
implement and manage a more efficient operation at the mine. 
We recommend formal acceptance of the Kilborn and Bechtel technical 
reviews by the bank. 
Drew simonsen 
cc: H. warneke, VP 
B. Manchester, VP 
AB:dw/7882A 
B A
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APPENDIX "G" 
Bechtel Citf I & Minerals, Inc. 
Engineers-Constructors 
Fifty Beale Street 
San Francisco. California 
Mt* * * *»«* . P 0. Box 3965, San Francisco. CA 94119 
June 11, 1985 
Mr. Alan Hill 
Director of Mining Engineering 
Barrick Resources Corporation 
Suite 3001, South Tower 
Royal Bank Pla2a 
Toronto, Ontario 
Canada M5J 2J1 
Dear Alan: 
This letter serves as an interim report describing the 
independent review of the geologic and mineable reserves of the 
Mercur orebodies performed by Bechtel. A formal report will 
follow soon. 
Bechtel conducted an independent review of the geology and 
calculated the geologic ana mineable gola reserves for the 
Mercur Property. The review was based on reports supplied by 
Getty Mining, discussions with Getty personnel and a computer 
data tape containing the assays from approximately 1400 arill 
holes. 
The geologic work on the property has been conducted in a manner 
consistent with good professional standards. Exploration 
drilling was performed utilizing reverse circulation techniques 
which are the standard for this type of deposit. The majority 
of analyses were performed by a reputable laooratory in Salt 
Lake City, with numerous checks by other laboratories. In 
addition a reference standard was included with every ten 
samples. There appears to be no bias in the analyses and they 
are an acceptable base for the calculation of reserves. 
In order to test and select the appropriate reserve calculation 
technique, three areas in the mine, each containing 
approximately 1000 blast holes were estimated ana compared to 
the estimates based on exploration drilling. Linear kriging, 
within selected rock types was cftosen as the estimation 
technique. In order to check the reserve moael, the preaicted 
reserves were compared to the actual production for the two year 
period from April 1983 thru April 1985. 
Mr, Alan Hill 
June 11, 1985 
Page 2 
Bechtel urvil & Minerals, Inc. 
The predicted ore at 0,045 oz gola per ton cut off was 2.26 
million tons with a grade of 0.081 oz gold per ton. Actual 
production from the same designated area was 2.38 million tons 
with a grade of 0.089 oz gold per ton. The prediction was 5% 
low on tonnage and 10% low on grade. The preaicted recovery was 
82% and the actual recovery was 80%. The grade differential is 
very near the theoretical grade differential predicted between 
the 50 by 50 by 10 foot blocks in the model and tne 12.5 by 12.5 
by 10 foot block chosen for selective mining, comparison of 
predicted grade to actual grade in the three blasthole areas 
showed grade differentials of plus 6%, 7% and 8%, thus 
supporting the 10% differential noted above for the two years of 
production data. Tonnage predictions were low in one area and 
high in the other two areas. 
Based on these comparisons, the grades of mineable reserves 
above 0.045 oz gold per ton cutoff snown in Table 1 include a 
10% increase over grades calculated from the computer moael. 
The tonnages and recoveries were not adjusted. 
It should be noted, however, that the mineable reserves are 
based on a pit design supplied by the client. The computer 
model generated for this study differs from this design in some 
details. In some areas more waste has been removea ana small 
amounts of ore may have been left unmined in otner areas. An 
optimization of the final pit design using the computer model 
generated for this study probaoly will reduce the reported waste 
and slightly increase the tonnage of ore. 
This report has been prepared solely for the use of Barnck 
Resources Corporation. The data wnich forms the basis of this 
report was supplied to Bechtel by others and was not 
independently verified by Bechtel, Therefore, Bechtel aoes not 
guarantee the accuracy of the data or the conclusions based 
thereon, and cannot assume any liaoility to third parties who 
may rely on its conclusions. 
It has been a pleasure working with you and Kilborn Engineering 
on the investigation of the Mercur Mine. We hope that we will 
have the opportunity to work with you again, soon. 
Yours truly, 
P. G. Morey 
Manager of Mining 
Mining & Metals Division 
PGM:fIs 
Attachments 
BB022228 
Bechtei UTVII & Minerals, Inc. 
Table 1 - Mercur Geologic Reserves 
Cut Off Grade Tonnage Grade 
Oz Gold/Ton Million Tons 02 Gold/Ton 
0.020 60.8 0.053 
0.040 31.6 0.075 
0.045 26.2 U.081 
BB022229 
Bechtel C- i^l & Minerals, Inc. 
Table 2. - Mercur Oxide Mineable Reserves (D 
Pit 
Mercur (5) 
Sacramento 
Marion Bill 
Golden Gate 
TOTAL 
Tonnage 
Million Tons 
4.5 
2.4 
3.0 
1.2 
11.1 
Grade 02 (2) 
Gold/Ton 
0.078 
0.081 
0.069 
0.091 
0.078 
Recovery<3) 
Percentage 
S4% 
86% 
82% 
85% 
Stripping (4) 
Ratio 
2.5 
b.7 
84% 4.1 
(1) Cut Off Equals 0.045 Oz Gold/Ton, recovery greater than 60% 
(2) Grades have been increased by 10%. 
(3) Recovery based on Mercur exploration data. 
(4) The stripping ratio has been combined for the Mercur and 
Sacramento pits and the Marion Hill and Golden Gate pits since 
these pits run together. 
(5) 2.26 million tons of ore production througn April 1985 has been 
removed. 
BB022230 
Bechtel CiVil & Minerals, Inc. 
Table 3 - Mercur Refractory Mineable Reserves (D 
Tonnage Grade Oz Recovery (2) 
Pit Million Tons Gold/Ton Percentage 
Mercur 0.33 0.114 35 
Sacramento 0.06 0.121 49 
Marion Hill 0.02 0.115 40 
Golden Gate 0.05 0.974 <3) 36 
TOTAL 0.46 U.208 TT 
(1) Cut Off Equals 0.09 Oz Gold/Ton, Recovery less than 60% 
(2) Recovery based on Mercur exploration data. 
(3) This grade is based on one very nigh grade drill hole. 
BB022231 
APPENDIX "H" 
NTfcHNAL MtMUHAlNUUIV 
TO: R. M. SMITH, B, K. MEIKLE 
FROM: A. R. HILL 
OATE JUNE 11, 1983 
SUBJECT: BECHTEL REVIEW OF MERCUR RESERVES 
Bechtel completed its review of the Mercur ore reserves on June S and will issue its 
report in the next few days. In the meantime, I have noted below the salient points of 
the Bechtel review* The data and comments result from my visit to Bechtei's offices 
in San Francisco from June 3 to June 6 and from subsequent telephone conversations 
with Allen Hennessy on June 7 and 8. 
The total reserve of oxide ore within the confines of the present pit is 11.1 million 
tons of material at a grade of 0.079 ounces of gold per ton using a cut-off grade of 
0.045 ounces per ton; the refractory ore, namely material having a grade greater than 
0.09 ounces per ton, is 417,000 tons of 0.117 ounces per ton. The combined tonnage, 
therefore, amounts to 11.5 million tons of 0.0S ounces per ton, which is some 1 million 
tons less than the estimate used in our cash flows. However, the difference by 
category is as follows: Bechtel estimates only 300,000 tons less of oxide ore than does 
Getty, with the balance of the shortfall, namely 700,000 tons, being refractory 
material* 
Before any weight is given to the lesser estimate, it should be noted that Bechtel 
believes more tonnage will be found within the reserves as mining ensues. Allen 
Hennessy noted that "the model was good but its estimate of mineable reserves is low 
on the basis of ore tonnage and high on the basis of waste tons". 
The Bechtel model was prepared using all of the drillhole and topography data 
available from Mercur together with ultimate pit designs prepared by Kilborn, using 
Getty data. The Bechtel model krigged the ore inventory rather than using inverse 
distance, which is the basis of the Getty estimate. In order to test the model, Bechtel 
simulated mining the total tonnage to date, namely the period since production began 
to April 30, 1985. 
A comparison of estimated versus actual production is shown below: 
Tons oxide 
Grade 
Tons refractory 
Grade 
Bechtel Model 
2,260,000 
.082 
420,000 
.117 
DEPOSITION 
EXHIBIT 
^7 
Actual Production 
2,375,000 
.0895 
635,000 
.082 
BB022225 
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The reason given for the difference in grade is the effect of volume variance* That is, 
while the mine operates and selects using a 12.5 x 12*5 x 10 block, the krigged model 
used a 50 x 50 x 20 block. It would have been impossible to krigg using the smaller 
block due to computer constraints. Accordingly, in order to accommodate the volume 
variance effect, oxide grades estimated by the model have to be increased by the ratio 
.0S95/.085, or 10%. By so doing, this ratio has the effect of changing the cut-off 
grade. Thus, the cut-off grade used, 0.045 ounces per ton is automatically increased 
to 0.0*95 ounces per ton and material in the 0.045 to 0.0495 interval (namely 0.041 to 
0.0495 in the model) is omitted from the oxide reserve. As a result, the tons have 
been underestimated in the Bechtei reserve review. 
Refractory material, too, has been underestimated. The above table shows that only 
420,000 tons were identified by the model rather than the 685,000 tons which were 
actually mined. Such underestimation is most likely due to the greater smoothing 
effect that krigging produces in contrast to the inverse distance method used by the 
Getty staff. Thus, the 417,000 tons of refractory ore derived from the Bechtei model 
represent a gross underestimate of the true refractory reserve. 
A third factor which will affect the lower estimate is the likelihood that the pit 
outlines given by Kilborn, which were prepared from the Getty model, do not match 
exactly the mineralization identified in the Bechtei pit. This can only cause 
underestimation of the reserves since Bechtel's estimate is compiled by the computer 
examining ail material within the pit envelope, which is fixed. It does not consider ore 
potential beyond the pit outlines. 
It cannot be overstated how this outline has limited the reserves analysis. The Getty 
model, which formed the basis of this review, only had 12.4 million tons within its 
limits and Bechtei's review has identified most of these tons. Nevertheless, the Getty 
model was prepared using past cost criteria of $1.05 per ton for mining and $16.50 per 
ton for the combined functions of milling and G&A. In contrast, when realistic 
operating criteria of $0.75 per ton and $9.06 per ton respectively are applied to the 
Getty cone model, the pit limits are increased to 18.8 million tons at a grade of 0.073 
ounces per ton. Should this envelope have been given to Bechtei, it too would have 
been substantially verified for the most part. 
The Bechtei estimate, therefore, is extremely conservative and should be considered 
as a minimum ore reserve. This is made even more apparent from Bechtel's geological 
inventory which was prepared with the model assessing all data unconstrained by pit 
envelopes et cetera. In so doing, the geological reserve amounts to 60.8 million tons 
of 0.053 ounces per ton for material greater than 0.02 ounces per ton, or 26.2 million 
tons grading 0.069 ounces per ton for material having greater than 0.045 ounces per 
ton. This latter estimate has not been adjusted upwards for volume variance effect. 
The ore reserve review only considered ore which would bear the cost of mining and 
milling, it did not consider the tonnage of leach ore available.. Nevertheless, Hennessy 
noted that it would be appropriate to estimate the tonnage in most general terms by 
using a ratio taken from the geological inventory for the cut-off grades of 0.045:0.02. 
Thus, with 60.8 million tons greater than 0.02 and 26.2 million tons greater than 0.045, 
the ratio is 2.3:1. Since 11.1 million tons of ore greater than 0.045 have been 
identified, one would expect 25.5 million tons to be greater than 0.02 ounces per ton. 
This tonnage would comprise 11.1 million tons of ore to be milled and 14.4 million tons 
available for the heap leaching process. 
APPENDIX " I " 
Gold Comoanv of America 
JUN281985 
: ' « . . ' : 
June 19, 1985 
Mr. C. W. D. Blrchall 
Director 
Barrick Resources Corporation 
Suite 3001 
South Tower 
Royal Bank Plaza 
Toronto, Ontario 
Canada M5J 251 
Re: Gold Company of 
America - Mercur Mine 
Dear Bill: 
In response to your letter of June 12f 1985. this will 
formally acknowledge the waiver by the Gold Company of America 
(the "Company") of its opportunity to enter into a Gold Purchase 
Agreement with Barrick with respect to the Mercur Mine. 
As we discussed at our meeting on June 12, 1985, the Company 
currently has no funds available to invest in Gold Purchase 
Agreements, all available funds having been invested in agreements 
relating to the Camflo Mine. Moreover, the Mercur Mine does not 
meet the investment criteria established for investments by the 
Company, since it has relatively short reserve lives. 
Ve wish Barrick every success in its investment in the Mercur 
Mine. 
Very truly yours, 
Prudentia] 
Mini 
APPENDIX "J" 
TORONTO BRANCH #5651 
C A L L R E P O R T 
NAME OF COMPANY 
Barrick Resources 
CL CONNECTION 
BANK OFFICER(S) CALLING: 
D# Bruce Manchester - V.P. & Snr. Acer. Manager 
Drew A. Simonsen - V.P., PFG, San Francisco 
B of A Position: 
Rank; 
Percentage: 
Place of Call 
Bk. Co. Tel. Other 
( ) (X) ( ) ( ) 
Date of Call 
June 5, 1985 
COMPANY OFFICERS, AND POSITIONS, CALLED UPON: 
Bob Smith - Executive Vice President, Mining * Chief Operating Officer 
Stephen Dacells - Executive Vice President 
OBJECTIVES OF CALL: 
To discuss current status of the Mercur Proiect and establish timing for a 
site visit. 
RESULTS OF CALL: 
(See Page 2) 
REQUIRED ACTION/FOLLOW-UP: 
• Simonsen to investigate potential interest in 
management position with BAIL* 
• Simonsen to confirm availability of Burton and 
himself for June 13th site visit, (done) 
- Manchester to arrange for Bank legal counsel 
attendance at June 12th meeting in Salt Lake City, 
• Simonsen to monitor for receipt of Bechtel and 
Kilborn reports on June 10/llth for discussion 
in Salt Lake City. 
Post-Call Classification 
P 
Date of Next Call 
June 13, 1985 
DISCUSSION: 
DISTRIBUTION: 
Unit V.P. 
Circulation 
GAD 
File 
Branch Manager 
Other 
BAQG636 
X ) W.W. Wilson, Pres ident , BACAN #5750 
M.M. Koeich, V.P. 4 Snr. Credit Admin. BACAN #5681 
D.A. Simonsen, V .P . , PFG, San Francisco #5044 
A- tacem* V . P . r PPG, Sair Pi w g j W » «04fc> 
M. N i cho l s , V .P . . IBS, N e v ^ r S r k # ^ ) 0 8 / 
SIGNED: 
D. Bruce Manchester |3 ,/ro/f( 
V.P. & Snr. Acct. Manager 
**& 
(08570-JW) 
NAME OF COMPANY: Barrick Resources June 5, 1985 
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RESULTS OF CALL: 
- A site visit was scheduled for June 13th* 
Technical reviews by Bechtel on reserves and Kilborn on metallurgy should 
be available early week of June 10th. Both are progressing satisfactorily 
with generally positive results co-dace. Smith commenced that the Barrick 
mining personnel were becoming more comfortable with the Mercur operations 
and its potential at each stage of their due diligence review. 
- Smith outlined the changes to personnel and systems which Barrick 
anticipates will be necessary when they formally take over the operation. 
Smith feels that the operation includes a wealth of talented people whose 
skills have not been fully tested under Getty management. 
- The dump leaching program will coimiience in August 1985 and results will be 
available by October* Smith believes that processing of 500,000 connes 
per annum is likely in 1986 with the positive result of up to S3 million 
in excess cash flow per annum* 
Homestake has approached Barrick regarding milling of reserves on an 
adjacent property with reserves currently identified of 2.5 to 3 million 
tonnes averaging 0.1 or. per tonne* 
- Samuel Montague, the U.K. investment house, baa asked to be included in 
the gold financing proposed by Wood Gundy. Barrick will arrange for BofA 
to be included in the management group should we so desire. Oattels 
requested, however, that in the event BofA has no direct placing power 
Chat we would voluntarily decline to participate. As an example of Che 
type of financing, be suggested reference for BAIL to tbe Lac Minerals 
issue which Wood Gundy completed earlier in 1985. 
The documentation signing is currently planned for Thursday, June 28th, in 
Salt Lake City. Datcels agreed to our request to consider a formal 
closing ceremony in Toronto should the Bank so desire. 
B
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Citation Database Mode 
Not Reported in F.Supp. FOUND DOCUMENT DCTU P 
(Cite as: 1986 UL 13738 (N.D.I 11.)) 
Alyne D. SALSTONE, Plaintiff, 
v. 
GENERAL FELT INDUSTRIES, et al., Defendants. 
No. 84 C 9976. 
United States District Court, N.D. Illinois, E.D. 
Dec. 4, 1986. 
MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER 
ANN C. WILLIAMS, District Judge. 
*1 The plaintiff Alyne Salstone ("plaintiff"), pursuant to Rule 37 of the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, moves the court for an order compelling the 
defendants General Felt Industries, Inc. ("General Felt") and Marshall Cogan 
("Cogan") to produce certain documents. The defendants object. The court will 
address each set of requested documents in turn. 
I 
Diaries and Appointment Records of Cogan and Others 
The plaintiff moves the court for an order compelling the production of all 
1982 and 1983 calendar, diary and appointment record information relating to 
Cogan and his respective co-directors and co-officers Stephen Swid, Robert 
Condon, Rocco Barbieri, Charles Lubin, Frederick Marcus and Saul Sherman so 
that the plaintiff can copy these documents. The plaintiff claims that this 
information is relevant because it may contain reference to the attempted 
acquisition of Sotheby Parke Bernet. [FN1] 
Uith respect to Cogan, Swid, Lubin and Sherman, the defendants raise no 
objection in their response to the motion to compel the diaries and appointment 
books. Consequently, the motion to compel the diaries and appointment books of 
these individuals is granted. 
The defendants represent that Condon did not retain any of his diaries or 
appointment books for 1982 and 1983. As to the appointment books of Barbieri 
and Marcus, the defendants also represent in their sur-reply that Barbieri and 
Marcus have not "retained" their personal appointment books from 1982 or 1983. 
Defendants' Sur-Reply in Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion to Compel Documents 
at 3. The court interprets these statements of the defendants to mean either 
that these appointment books no longer exist or that the defendants, Condon, 
Barbieri and Marcus no longer have access to the appointment books. Based on 
that representation of the defendants, the court denies the motion to compel 
the appointment books of Condon, Barbieri and Marcus. 
II 
Documents Relating to Cogan's Net Worth 
The plaintiff has moved this court to compel the production of any documents 
relating to Cogan's net worth. Based on the pendent common-law fraud claims, 
the plaintiff seeks punitive damages from General Felt and Cogan. The 
plaintiff argues that evidence of Cogan's net worth is admissible and therefore 
discoverable with respect to the issue of punitive damages. Citing Contractor 
Utility Sales Co. v. Certain-Teed Corp., 748 F.2d 1151,"ll56 (7th Cir.198*). 
Not Reported in F.Supp. PAGE 2 
(Cite as: 1986 UL 13738, *1 (N.D.I11.)) 
Instead, they essentially argue that the court should require that the 
plaintiff make out a prima facie case for punitive damages before it compels 
the defendants to produce this information. Citing Chenoweth v. Schaaf, 98 
F.R.D. 587, 589 (Id.D.Pa. 1983). Specifically, the defendants request that the 
court defer compelling production of documents relating to Cogan's net worth 
until after the court rules on the defendants' motion for summary judgment. 
*2 The court does not find the defendants' argument to be convincing. The 
plaintiff is entitled to obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, 
which is relevant to the subject matter involved in a pending action. 
Fed.R.Civ.P. 26(b)(1). The court notes first that Cogan has not invoked any 
recognizable privilege in response to the plaintiff's motion to compel. 
Second, the protective order issued in this case protects against any 
unwarranted or intrusive disclosure of the information relating to Cogan's net 
worth. Third, the court is hesitant to set up a precedent whereby it must make 
a preliminary ruling on the merits of the plaintiff's case when the defendant 
confronts the court with what the defendant considers to be an intrusive 
production request. The court finds Chenoweth v. Schaaf, 98 F.R.D. 587 
(Id.D.Pa. 1983) to be distinguishable from the instant case because the plaintiff 
in this case does not merely rely on broad, conclusory allegations in the 
complaint to support her motion to compel. See Chenoweth, 98 F.R.D. at 589 
(merely claiming that the defendants' conduct was outrageous in terms that are 
conclusive in nature will not suffice). 
For the foregoing reasons, the court grants the plaintiff's motion to compel 
documents relatinq to Coqan's net worth. 
I l l 
Documents Relating to Cogan's Security Transactions 
The plaintiff moves this court further to compel the defendants to produce 
documents relating to Cogan's prior security transactions. In support of this 
motion, the plaintiff makes a number of arguments, one of which is that Cogan's 
business sophistication bears on the question of scienter, an element in a 
10(b)-5 case. The defendants do not contest that the plaintiff must show 
scienter m order to satisfy one of the requirements of her 10(b<1-5 claim. 
Rather they merely argue that the plaintiff has not sued Cogan as "a broker or 
investment advisor." Defendants' Response to Plaintiff's Motion to Compel 
Documents at 9. 
The Court finds the defendants' argument to be irrelevant. The plaintiff 
alleges in her complaint that Cogan failed to disclose preexisting plans to 
make a tender offer for Sotheby and to make a public offering o1^ the stock of 
Knoll. The defendants have not admitted that Cogan intentionally failed to 
disclose these plans; hence, the plaintiff must prove this. Under the Federal 
Rules of Evidence, it is well settled that evidence of other acts like prior 
business transactions is admissible to show intent during the transaction at 
issue. Fed.R.Evid. 404(b). A reasonable juror might infer that, based on 
evidence of Cogan's investment experience, Cogan knew that he should have 
disclosed the plans in question. 
For the foregoing reasons, the court grants the plaintiff's motion to compel 
documents relating to Cogan's security transactions. 
* W 
Documents Relating to Gary Schonwald, the Secretary of General Felt 
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camera inspection. The plaintiff also asserts that she has requested other 
documents relating to Schonwald, but that the defendants have not produced them 
nor have they invoked the attorney-client privilege as the reason for refusing 
to produce them. The court orders the defendants to produce these documents as 
well. 
U 
Documents Relating to Schonwald's Fees and Retainer Agreements 
*4 The plaintiff moves this court further to compel the defendants to 
produce documents relating to Schonwald's Fees and Retainer Agreements. The 
defendants object first on the ground that such information is privileged. The 
burden is on the party invoking the attorney-client privilege to substantiate 
the existence of the privilege. See supra Part IU, The defendants have failed 
to present any evidence other than the business-oriented documents already 
discussed to satisfy their burden. Hence, the court finds no existing 
privilege for the fees and retainer agreements. 
The defendants also assert that the fees and retainer agreements are not 
relevant to this case. It is not ground for objection, however, that the 
information sought will be inadmissible at trial if the information sought 
appears reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 
Fed.R.Civ.P. 26(b)(1). The court finds this information discoverable on two 
grounds. First, the amount General Felt paid Schonwald could be used as 
evidence of Schonwald's motive, interest or bias as a witness. See Fed.R.Evid. 
611(b). The defendants argue that the mere fact General Felt employed 
Schonwald is enough to show his interest or bias as a witness. The court 
disagrees with that argument because it finds that a jury might find that the 
more Schonwald was paid by General Felt, the more biased he will be on the 
stand. Second, the requested information might lead to evidence dealing with 
the business conditions at General Felt. [FN2] 
For the foregoing reasons, the court grants the plaintiff's motion to compel. 
UI 
Other Documents 
The plaintiff finally moves this court to compel the production of documents 
relating to the consideration paid by various General Felt shareholders for 
their General Felt stock, General Felt travel documents relating to Sotheby's, 
and other financial information. After reading the response of the defendants, 
the court is satisfied that the defendants have attempted to produce these 
documents in good faith. For that reason, the court denies this motion to 
compe1. 
CONCLUSION 
The court grants the plaintiff's motion to compel in part and pursuant to the 
discussion in this Memorandum Opinion and Order. In ruling on this motion, the 
court adds that it has found discovery in this case to be unusually and 
unnecessarily contentious, and urges the parties to complete the remaining 
discovery without further delay. Should it be necessary for a party to bring 
another meritorious motion to compel, or should a party drag others before this 
court without good cause, the court will not hesitate to impose the appropriate 
sanctions. The court orders the defendants to comply with the terms of this 
Order within fifteen (15) days of its filing. 
Not Reported in F.Supp. PAGE 5 
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withheld information about this acquisition during the course of the 
discussions which led to the sale. 
FN2. Schonwald testified at his deposition that because of poor business 
conditions, he agreed to a cut in his fee rates. 
N.D.I11.,1986. 
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